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manufacturers to pravide suggestions
for determining the price of their
equipment. EPA proposes to give
vehicle manufacturers a one-year lead
time to prepare for aftermarket sales of -
enhanced equipment. :

EPA expects that dealerships will
provide effective and timely
reprogramming services to independent
technicians who elect not to purchase
vehicle manufacturer enhanced
diagnostic equipment.

EPA also proposes that vehicle
manufacturers should have the option of
providing service, repair and diagnostic
information through an EDI or similar
system.

11, Issues

EPA believes that given the issues
discussed above, the following subject
- areas are likely to'be discussed at the
workshop: '

—TFactors to be considered in using
NTIS as a clearinghouse for service
information.

—The extent to which vehicle
manufacturers should recsive
royalties from the NTIS {to ensure that
the cost of information remains
reasonable and, therefors, available
but to avoid unreasonable interference
with manufacturers’ copyright
protection).

—Descriptions and definitions of terms.

- —Exactly what information is '
propristary and reasons why such
information should or should®not be
considered proprietary.

-—Adoption of j2008.

—Providing deeply tagged information
to the aftermarket,

—Availability of vehicle manufacturers’
enhanced diagnostic equipment.

~—Other issues that EPA may identify.
III. Fermat of Workshop

The workshop will be conducted
informally. EPA will make a
presentation highlighting the
information availability provisions in
the September 1991 NPRM. After EPA’s
presentation, attendees will be
encoursged to make.oral presentations
and participate in a discussion of issues
in the order that they are presented in
this workshop notice. A court reporter
will be present to meke a written
transcript of the proceedings. A copy of
the transcript and all documents
received at the workshop will be placed
in the decket. The docket in this -
proceeding shall be reopened for thirty
days following the workshop for
comments pertaining to issues
discussed at the workshop.

Dated: junse 17, 1993,
Michael H. Shapiro,
Acting Assistant Administrator for Airand
Radiation.
{FR Doc. 83-14812 Filed 6-22-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 8560-50-P

40 CFR Part 300
[FRL-4668-4] |
Natlonal Priorities List for Uncontrolled

Hazardous Waste Sites, Proposed Rule
No. 15

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
ACTION: Proposed rule.

SUMMARY: The Comprehensive
Environmental Response, .
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980

" {*“CERCLA” or “the Act"), as amended,

requires that the National Oil and:
Hazardous Substances Pollution
Contingency Plan (“NCP”) include a list
of national priorities among the known
releases or threatened releases of
hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants throughout the United
States. The National Priorities List
(‘‘NPL""} constitutes this list,

The Environmental Pratection Agency
(“EPA”") proposes to add new sites to
the NPL. This 15th proposed revision ta
the NPL includes 7 sites in the General
Superfund section and 10 in the Federal
Facilities section, The identification of a
site for the NPL is intended primarily to
guide EPA in determining which sites
warrant further investigation to assess
the nature and extent of public health
and environmental risks associated with
the site and to determine what CERCLA-
financed remedial action(s), if any, may
be appropriate. This action does not
affect the 1,199 sites currently listed on
the NPL (1,076 in the General .
Superfund Section and 123 in the
Federal Facilities Section). However, it
does increase the number of proposed
sites to 71 {51 in the General Superfund
Section and 20 in the Federal Facilities
Section). Final and proposed sites now
total 1,270. .

DATES: Comments must be submitted on
or before July 23, 1993, for South
Weymouth Naval Air Station
{Weymouth, Massachusetts), Materials
Technology Laboratory {U.S. Army,
Watertown, Massachusetts),and .
Portsmouth Naval Shipyard (Kittery,
Maine). For the remaining sites in this
proposal, commients must be submitted
on or before August 23, 1993. o
ADDRESSES: Mail original and three
copies-of comments {no facsimiles} ta. .

. Dacket Coordinator, Headquarters; U.S.

EPA CERCLA Docket Office; 05-245;
Waterside Mall; 401 M Street, SW.,
Washington, DC 20460; 202/260-3046.
For additional Dockst addresses and
further details on their contents, see
Section I of the “Supplementary -
Information” portion of this preamble.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Terry Keidan, Hazardous Site
Evaluation Division, Office of
Emergency and Remedial Response
{0S-5204G), U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency, 401 M Street, SW.
Washington, DC, 20460, or the

- Superfund Hotline, Phone (800} 424~

9346 or (703) 920~-9810 in the
Washington, DC, metropolitan area.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

1 Introduction :

il. Purpose and Implementation of the NPL
111. Contents of This Proposed Rule

IV. Regulatory Impact Analysis

V. Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

L Introduction
Background

In 1980, Congress enacted the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act, 42 U.5.C. 9601-9675 (“*CERCLA” or
“the Act”} in response to the dangers of
uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.
CERCLA was amended on October 17,
19886, by the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act (“SARA”), .
Public Law No. 99499, 100 stat. 1513 -
et seq. To implement CERCLA, the
Environmental Protection Agency
{“EPA” or “the Agency’’) promulgated
the revised National Oil and Hazardous
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(“NCP”), 40 CFR part 300, on July 186,
1982 (47 FR 31180), pursuant to
CERCLA section 105 and Executive
Order 12316 (46 FR 42237, August 20,
1981). The NCP sets forth the guidelines
and procedures needed to respond
under CERCLA to releases and
threatened releases of hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants.
EPA has revised the NCP on several -
occasions, most recently on March 8,
1990 (55 FR 86686).

Section 105{a)(8)(A) of CERCLA
requires that the NCP include “criteria .
for determining priorities among
releases or threaténed releases
throughout the United States for the
purpose of taking remedial action.” As
defined in CERCLA section 101(24});
remedial action tends to be long-term in
nature and involvaes response actions .
that are consistent with-a permanent
remedy for a release.. .

Mechanisms for determining -
priorifies for possible remedial actions.
financed by the Trust Fund established
under CERCLA {commanly referred to -
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‘as the “Superfund”) and financed by
other persons are included in the NCP
at 40 CFR 300.425(c) (55 FR 8845,
March 8, 1990). Under 40 CFR
300.425(c)(1), a site may be included on
the NPL if it scores sufficiently high on
the Hazard Ranking System (“HRS"),
which is appendix A of 40 CFR part -
300. On December 14, 1990 (55 FR
51532), EPA promulgated revisions to
the HRS partly in response to CERCLA
section 105(c}), added by SARA. The
revised HRS evaluates four pathways:
Ground water, surface water, soil
exposure, and air. The HRS serves as a
screening device to evaluate the relative
potential of uncontrolled hazardous
substances, pollutants, and
contaminants to pose a threat to human
health or the environment. Those sites

_that score 28.50 or greater on the HRS

are eligible for the NPL.

. Under a second mechanism for
adding sites to the NPL, each State may
designate a single site as its top priority,
regardless of the HRS score. This
mechanism, provided by the NCP at 40

. CFR 300.425(¢){2), requires that, to the

extent practicable, the NPL include
within the 100 highest priorities, one
facility designated by each State
_representing the greatest danger to

" public health, welfare, or the
environment among known facilities in
the State.

The third mechanism for listing,
included in the NCP at 40 CFR
300.425{c)(3), allows certain sites to be
listed whether ornot they score above
28.50, if all of the following conditions
are met: .

- &The Agency for Toxic Substances
and Disease Registry (ATSDR) of the
U.S. Public Health Service has issued a
health advisory that recommends
dissociation of ind1v1duals from the
release,

« EPA determines that the release
poses a sxgmﬁcant threat to pubhc
health.

»EPA anticipates that it will be more
cost-effective to use its remedial
authority than o use its removal
authority to respond to the release.

Based on these criteria, and pursuant
to section 105(a}(8}(B) of CERCLA, as
amended by SARA, EPA promulgates a
list of national priorities among the
known or threatened releases of -
hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants throughout the United
States. That list,iwhich is appendix B of
40 CFR part 300, is'the National ’
Priorities List'("NPL”). CERCLA section
105(a)(8)(B) defines the NPL as a list of
“releases” and as a list of the highest
priority “facilities.” The discussion
below may refer to'the “releases or
threatened releases” that are included

on the NPL interchangeably as
“releases,” “facilities,” or “sites.”
CERCLA section 105(a)}{8)(B) also *
requires that the NPL be revised at least
annually. A site may undergo CERCLA-
financed remedial action-only after it is
placed on the NPL, as provided in the
NCP at 40 CFR 300.425(b)(1).

EPA promulgated an original NPL of
406 sites on-September 8, 1983 (48 FR
40658). The NPL has been expanded
since then, most recently on October 14,

1992 (57 FR 47180).

“The NPL includes two sections, one-of
sites being evaluated and cleaned up by
EPA (the “General Superfurid Section”),
and one of sites being addressed by
other Federal agencies {the “Federal
Facilities Section’’). Under Executive
Order 12580 and CERCLA section 120,
each Federal agency is responsible for .
carrying out most response actions at
facilities under its own jurisdiction,
custody, or control, although EPA is
responsible for preparing an HRS score

and determining if the facility is placed
on the NPL. EPA is not the lead agency
at these sites, and its role at such sites
is accordingly less extensive than at -
other sites. The Federal Facilities
Section includes those facilities at
which EPA is not the lead agency

Deletions/Glean ups

EPA may delete sites from the NPL
where no further response is
appropriate under Superfund, as
explained in the NCP at 40 CFR. -

. 300.425(e] (55 FR-8845, March 8, 1990),

To date, the Agencyhas deleted 50 sites
from the General Superfund-Settion of
the NPL, most recently the Woodbury
Chemical Co., Commerce City, Colorado
{58 FR 15287, March 22, 1993). .

EPA also has developedsn NPL
construction completion list “CCL") to’
simplify its system of categorizing sites
and to better communicate the-
successfitl completion of cleanup

- activities (58 FR 12142, March 2, 1983).

Sites qualify for the CCL when:

(1) g.ny necessary physical’
construction is complete, whether or not
final cleanup levels or other

irements have been achieved;
m?u) EPA has determined that the
response action should be limited to
measures that do not involve
construction (e.g., institutional
controls); of

{3) The site qualifies for deletion from
the NPL. Inclusion of a site on the CCL

" hasno legal significance,

In addition to the 50 sites that have
been deleted from the NPL because they
have been cleaned up (the Waste
Research and Reclamation site was
'deleted based on deferral to another

‘program and is not considered cleaned

up), an additional 112 sites are also in
the'NPL CCL, all but.one from the
General Superfund Section. Thus, as of
Apnl 1992, the CCL consists of 163 ‘
sites.

Cleanups at sltas on the NPL do not
reflect the total picture of Superfund
accomplishments. As of March 30, 1993,
EPA had conducted 568 removal actions
at NPL sites, and 1,921 removal actions
at non-NPL sites. Information on
removals is available from the
Superfund hotline.

‘Pursuant to the NCP at 40 CFR
300.425(c), this document proposaes to
add 17 sites to the NPL. The General
Superfund Section includes 1,076 sites,
and the Federal Facilities Section
includes 123 sites, for a total of 1,199
sites on the NPL. Final and proposed
sites now total 1,270. These numbers
reflect EPA’s decision to remove the
Hevi-Duty Electric Co., in Goldsboro,
North Carolina, and the Court's removal
of the Tex-Tin Corp. site, in Texas City,
Texas, from the NPL. .

" Public Comment Period

The documents that form the basis for
EPA'’s evaluation and scoring of sites in

- this rule are contained in dockets

located both at EPA Headguarters and in
the appropriate Regional offices. The
dockets are available for viewing, by
appointment only, after the appearance
of this rule. The hours of operation for
the Headquarters docket are from 9 a.m.
to 4 p.m., Monday through Friday
excludmg Federal holidays. Please
contact individual Regional dockets for
hours. Note that the Headquarters
docket, although it will be moving
during the comment period, will remain
open for viewmg of sites included in
this rule.

Docket Coordinator, Haadquanem, US.EPA.
CERCLA Docket Office, 0S+245,
Waterside Mall, 401 M Street, SW.,
Washington, DC 20460, 202!260—3046.

Ellen Culhane, Region 1, U.S. EPA Waste
Management Records Center, HES-CAN
6, J.F. Kennedy Federal Building, Boston,
- MA 02203-2211, 617/573-5729.

Ben Conetta, Region 2, 26 Federal Piaza, 7th
Floor, Room 740, New York NY 10278,
212/264-6696.

Diane McCreary, Ragion 3, U.S. EPA Library,
3rd Floor, 841 Chestnut Building, 8th &
Chestnut Streets, Phlladelphia PA
19107, 215/597-7904. ;

Beverly Fulwood, Region 4, U.S. EPA
Library, Room G~8, 345 Courtland Street,
NE., Atlanta, GA 30365, 404/347-4216.

CathyFmeman.Hagions U.8, EPA, Records
Center, Waste ment Division 7-J,
Metcalfe Federal Building, 77 West
Jackson Boutevard, Chicago, IL, 60604, -
312/886-6214.
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- Bart Canellas, Region 6, U.S. EPA 1445 Ross

Avenue, Mail Code 6H-MA, Dallas, TX
75202-2733, 214/655-6740.

‘ Steven Wyman, Region 7, U.S. EPALibrary

726 Minnesota Avenue, Kansas City, KS
66161, 913/551-7241. .

Greg Oberley, Region 8, U.S. EPA, 959 i8th

 Street, Suite 500, Denver, CD 80202~
2466, 303/294-7598.

Lisa Nelson, Region 8, U.S.EPA, 75

. Hawthorne Street, San Francisco, CA

94105, 415/744-2347.

David Bennett, Region 10, L1.S. EPA, 11th
Floor, 1200 6th Avenue, Mail Stop HW-=
114, Seattie, WA. 98101, 206/553-2103.

TheHeadquaﬂers docket for this rule

contains HRS score sheets for each
proposed site; a Documentation Record

_for each site describing the information

used to compute the score; pertinent .
information for any site affected by
pasticular statutory requirements or EPA
listing policies; and a hist of documents
referenced in the Documentation
Record. Each Regional docket for this
rule contains all of the information in .
the Headquarters docket for sites in that
Region, plus the actual reference
documents containing the data
principally relied upon and- cited by
EPA in ealculating or evaluating the
HRS scores for sites in that Regioen.
These reference documents are available
only in the Regional dockets. Interested
parties may view documents, by
appointment only, in the Headquarters
or the appropriate Regional docket or
copies may be requested from-the
Headquarters or apprapriate Regional
docket. An informal written request,
rather than a formal under the
Freedom of Information Act, should be
the ordinary procedure for obtaining
copies of any of these documents.

EPA considers all comments feceived
during the cornment period. Duting the
comment period, comments are place
in the Headquarters docket and are
available to the pubiic on an “as
received” basis. A complets set of.
comments will be available for viewing
in the Regional docket &ppronmately
one week after the formal comment
pericd closes. Comments received after
the comment period clases will be
evaﬂab}e in the Headquarters docket
and in the Regional docket’ on an “‘as
received” basis. .

Comments that mc!ude complex or
voluminous reports, or. materials
prepared for purposes cther than HRS
scoring, sheuld pointout the specific
information that EPA’ should consider
and how it affects indivxdual HRS factor
values. See Northside Samtazy Latndﬁlt

Thomas, 849 F.2d 1516 C.
1988). EPA will nake
decision after consndermg‘.

l
the relevant

comments received during the comment
period. -

In past rules, EPA hes attempted to
respond to late comments, or when that
was not practicable, to read all late
comments and address those that
brought ta the Agency s attentiona
fundamental error in the scoring of a
site. ESee most , 57 FR 4824
{Pebruary 7, 1992).) Although EPA -
intends to pursue the same policy with -

_sites in this rule, EPA can guarantee that

it will consider only those comments .

by the close of the formal
comment period. EPA cannot delay & .
final listing decision solely to
accommeodste consideration of late
comments.

L Pnrpm and lmplemen(anon of the

-Purpose

The legrslaﬁve history af CERCLA
(Report of the Committeeon
Environment and Public Works; Senate
Report No. 96848, gsthCang.. 2d Sess.
66¢ {1980)} states the pnm&ry purpose of

the NPL:.
" " The priarity Iis&l serve prlmanly ,
informational p identifying for the.

States and the public those facilities and sites
or bther reledses which appesr to warrant
remedial actions. Inclusion of & facility or
site on the list does not in itself reflect a
iudgnentofmcwmtissofm owner or
operator, it.daes ot require those persons to
undertake any sction, nor does it assign
liability tn gny persan. Subsequent
gnvemment ‘action in the form of remedial
actions or enforcement actions will be

niecessary in order to do so, and these actions -
- will be attended by all appropriate

p”roee&uralsafeguards. e

- 1. The purpose of the NPL,“therefore,

pnmanly 10 serve as an informational
and managemant tool. The ©
identxﬁeanon of a site forthe NPL is
intended primarily to guide EPAin
determining which sites warrant further
invemgatmn to assess the nature and
extent of the public health and *

env:mnmantal risks: assoc:ated with the -

site and to datermine: what CERCLA
remedial acﬁon{sl, if any. pay be
appmpndte. The NPL also'serves to
notify. thg pubhc of sites that EPA
beligves warrant further ivestigation.
Finally, hstmg a sxte may, to the extent
potentmil? le parties are
identifiable at the time of hstmg.

as noticeto such parhaa c{
may imnhte ﬁmnmid ;:amech

action.
Impfementanan ‘ -

Afer initial étsmvery oi a site at
which a release or threatened release

may exist, EPA begins asenes of
tnc:easmgly complex evahmions. The

‘ available to the A

first stop, the Preliminary Assessment
(“PA’'}, is a low-cost review of existing
information to determine if the site
poses a threat to public health or the
environment. H the site presents &
serious imminent threat, EPA may take
‘immediate removal action. If the PA
shows that the sife presents a threat but
not an imminent threat, EPA will
perform a more extensive
udy od the Site Inspection {“SI"}.

" The St involves collscting additional

information to betier nnderstand the -

" extent of the problem at the site, screen

out sites that will not qualify for the
NPL, and obtain data necessary to .

" calculate an HRS score for sites which

warrant placement on the NPL and.
further study. EPA may perform
removal actions at any time during the
process. To date EPA has completed
approxlm&tely 34,000 PAs and
_gro)umately 17,000 Sls.
he NCP at 40 CFR 300.425(b}{1} (55

" FR 8845, March 8, 1990) limits

expenditure of the Trust Fund for
remedisl actions to sites on the NPL.
However, EPA may take enforcement
actions under CERCLA or other
applicable statutes against responsible
parties regardless of whether the site is
on the NFL, although, as a practical
matter, the focus of EPA's CERCLA
enforcement actions has been and will
continue to be on NPL sites. Similarly,

" in the case of CERCLA removal actions,

EPA has the authority 1o act at any site,
whether listed or not, that meets the
criteria of the NCP at 40 CFR
300.415(b}2} (55 FR 8842, March 8,
1990). EPA’s policy is to pursue, cleanup
of NPL sites using all the appmpnate
response and/or enforcoment actions
, including
authorities other than CERCLA. The
Agency will decide an a site-by-site

" basfs whether to take enforcement or

other action under CERCLA or other -
authorities prior to unde

response action, proceed dxrect y with
Trust Fund-financed response actions
and seek fo recover response costs after
cleanup, or do both. To the extent

_ feasible, once sites are on the NPL, EPA

will determine hxgl'rgnonty .candidates
for CERCLA-fi response action
and/or enforcoment action through both
State and Federal initiatives. EPA will
take into account which. approach is

* more likely to accomplish cleamxp of

the site most expeditiously wh:kﬂ using
CERCLA’s limited resources as, -
efficiently as possible

Although the ranking of sxtaa
scores is considered, it does net,
itself, determine the sequence i in whxeh
EPA funds remedial response actions;
since the information collected/te
develop HRS scores is not sufficient to

HRS
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- k‘determme sither the extent of -
'*-"contamination or the appropriate
- response for a particular site (40 CFR

300.425(b)(2), 55 FR 8845, March 8,

~.1990), Additionally, rescurce

constraints may preclude EPA from.
evaluating all HRS pathways; only those
presenting significant risk or sufficient
to make a site eligible for the NPL may
be evaluated. Moreover, the sites with
the highest scores do not necessarily
come to the Agency'’s attention first, so
‘that addressing sites strictly on the basis
of ranking would in some cases require
stopping work at sites where it was
already underway.

More detailed studies of a site are

" undertaken in the Remedial

Investigation/Feasibility Study (“Rl/

FS") that typically follows listing. The -
purpose of the RI/FS is to assess site
conditions and evaluate alternatives to
the extent necessary to select a remedy
{40 CFR 300.430{a)(2) (55 FR 8848,
March 8, 1990)). It takes into account
the amount 'of contaminants released
into the environment, the risk to

- affected populations and envifonment,

the cost to remediate contamination at
the'site, and the response actions that
have been taken by potentially
responsible parties or others. Decisions
on the type and extent of response
action-to be taken at these sites are made
in accordance with 40 CFR-300.415 (55
FR 8842, March 8, 1990) and 40 CFR
300.430 (55 FR 8846, March 8, 1990).
After conducting thesp additional
studies, EPA may | cenclude that .
initiating a CERCLA remedial action
using the Trust Fund at some sites-on
the NPL is not appmpnate because of
more’ pressing needs at other sites, or
becausé a privaté party cleanup is
already underway pursuant to an
enforcement action. Given xthe limited
résburces avmlable ‘
the Agency must cé Iy balance the
relative needs for response at the
numerous:,sites‘-it as'studied. It is also
g‘ ossible that EPA will con¢lude after

rther-analysis that the site does not
watrant remedialaction.

RUFS at Pmposed Snes
AnRU/FS may be. petformed at sites

* proposed in the Federal Register for

placenient.on the’NPL (or even sites that
have notibeen’ pmposed for placement
uant to the Agency’s

Lyl
outlined in the NCP at 40 CFR 300, 415.
Although an RIFS, generally is
conducted« at @ site after it has been
placed on the NPL; in & number of
circumistances the. Agem:y elects to.
conduct ¢ ani RI/FS'at a site proposed for.
placementnon 6 NPL in preparation for
a possible Trust.F d—ﬁnancad remedxal

action, such as when the Agency
believes that a delay may creste
unnecessary risks to public health or the
environment. In addition, the Agency
may conduct an RI/FS to assist in’
determining whether to conducta

removal or enforcernent 'actien at a site.

Facility (Site} Boundaries. “The purpose
of the NPL is merely to identify releases
or threaténed releases of hazardous
substances that are priorities for further
evaluation. The Agency believes that it

_ would be neither feasible nor consistent
with this limited purpose for the NPL to -

attempt to describe releases in precise
geographical terms. The term “facility”
is broadly defined in CERCLA to
include any area where a hazardous
substanee has “‘come to be located”
(CERCIA section 101(9}}, and the listing
process is not intended to define or
reflect boundaries of such facilities or
releases. Site names are provided for
general identification purposes only.
Knowledge of the geagraphic extent of
sites ' will be refined as more information
is developed during the RI/FS and even
during implementation of the remedy.
Because the NPL does not assign

‘liability or define the geographic sxtent

of & release, a listing need not be
amended if further research into the
contamination at a site raveals new
information as to its extent, This is
further explained in preambles to past
NPL rules, most recently February 11,
1991 (56 FR 5588)..

Limitations on Payment of Claims for
Response Actions

Sections 111{a)(2) and 122(b}(1) of
CERCLA authorize the Fund to
reimburse certain parties for necessary -
costs of performing a response action.
As is described in more detail at 58 FR
5460 (January 21, 1993}, 40 CFR part

* 307, there are two major limitations -

placed on the payment of claims for
response actions. First, only private

- parties, certain potentially responsible

parties (including States and political
subdivisions), and certain foreign
entities are eligible to file such claims.-
Second, all response actions under
sections 111(a)(2) and 122(b}(1) must
receive prior approval, or
“preauthorization,” from EPA.

HIL. Contents of This Proposed Rule—
Table 1 identifies the 7 NPL sites in

* the General Superfund Section and table

2 identifies the 10 NPL sites in the
Federal Facilities Section being
proposed in this rule. Both tables follow

- this preamble. All these sites are

proposed based on HRS scores of 28.50
or above. The sites in table 1 are listed
alphabetically by State, for ease of

identification, with group number
identified to provide an indication of
relative ranking. To determine group
number, siteés on the NPL are placed in
groups of 50; for example; a site'in
Group 4 of this proposal has a-score that
falls within the range-of scares covered
by the fourth group: of 50 sites-on the
General Super&mg Section of the NPL.
Sites in the Federal Facilities Section -
are also presented by group number

. based on grotips of 50 sites iz the'

General Superfund Section.

Statutory Requirements:

- CERCLA section 105(a)(8)(B) directs
EPA to list priority sites “among” the
known releases or threetened releases of
hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants, and section 105(a)(8}(A}
directs EPA to consider certain
enumerated and “other appropriate”
factors in doing so. Thus, as a matter of
policy, EPA has the discretion not to use.
CERCLA to respond to certain types of
releases, Where other authorities exist,
placing sites on the NPL for possible
remedial action under CERCLA may not
be appropriate. Therefore, EPA has
chosen net to place certain types of sites
on the NPL even though CERCLA does
not exclude such action. If, however, the
Agency later determines that sites not
listed as a matter of policy are not being
properly responded to, the Agency may -
place them on the NPL.

The listing policies and statutory
requirements of relevance to this "
proposed rule cover sites sub;ect to the

.Resource Conservation and Recovery

Act (“RCRA") {42 U.S.C. 6901-6991i)
and Federal facility sites. These policies
and requirements are explained below
and have been explained in greater

"detailin previous rulemakings:{(56 FR

5598, February 11, 1991)

Releases From Hesource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) Sites

EPA’s pohcy is that- non-Federal sites
subject to RCRA. Subthe C corrective
action, authon’ues will not, in general, be
plaoed on the NPL. However, EPA will
list certain categones of RCRA sites
subject to SubtitleC corrective action

- authorities, as well as other sites subject

to those authorities, if the Agency
concludes that doing sobest furthers the
aims of the NPL/RCRA policy and the
CERCLA program., 'EPA has explained
these policies in detail in the past (51
FR 21054 June 10, 1986; 53 FR 23978,
1988;54 FR 4&000 ‘October 4
FR 5602, Fabm lly 1991)
Cuns:stent with EPA' % )
policy, EPA is proposing'to add one site
to the General‘Superﬁmd Section of the
NPL that may be subject to RCRA
Subtitlé C corréctive action authorities,
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the Alcoa {Point Comfort)/Lavaca Bay
site in Point, Comfort, Texas. Material
has been placed in the public dockset
estabHshing that portions of the site
formerly were operated as an “interim
status” facility under RCRA Craferred to
in the NPL/RCRA deferral policy g’u
' “converters), and that the extam of
EPA’s authority to address off-site
contamination under RCRA ig untested.
Listing of the Lavaca Bay site on the
NPL under these circumstances is
consistent with EPA’s NPL/RCRA
deferral policy.

Releases Fi'qm Federal Facility Sites

On March 13, 1?189 (SgiFRﬁI){:5ZIO}, the
Agency announced a cy acin
Feggerc;.ly facility sites ogffhe NPprf theg
meet the eligibility criteria (a.g., an HRS
score of 28.50 or greater), even if the
Federal facility also is subject to the
corrective action authorities of RCRA
Subtitle C. In that way, those sites could
be cleaned up under CERCLA if
appmpnate

' This rule proposes to add ten sites to
the Federal Facxht:es Section of the
NPL.

v, Reg-‘:latory Impact Analysxs

'I‘he costs of cleamzpr actions that may
betaken at sites are not directly
attributable to placement on the NPL, as
explained below. Therefore, the Agency
has determined that this rulemaking fs
not a “major” reguiamm under
Executive Order 12291. EPA has
conducted a preliminery analysis of the

- economic implications of today’s
proposal to add new sitesito the NPL,
EPA believes that the kinds of ecenomic
effects associated with this proposed
revision to the NPL ate genera similar
to those identified in the regulatory
impact analysxs {"RIA"’) prepared in
1982 for revisions ta the NCP pursuant
to secnon 105.0f CERCLA (47 FR 31180,
]uly 16 1982} and tha, economic
enalysis prepared when amendsments to
the NCP were propased {50 FR 5382,
February 12, 1985]. This rule was
submitted to the Offic Ma

Execuhve Or br 1 229‘13 |
Costs i

This proposed rulemaking is not a
*“major” tion bemnse it does not

establish thet EPA

undertake remedial action, nor does it
require any action by & private or
determine any partg’ys Liability fr::tgts
response costs. Casts that arise out of
responses st sites in the General .
Superfund Section result from site-by-
site decisions abeut what actions to

take, notdnectlyfmmthe&ctofhs
itself. Nonetheless, it is useful to o8
consider the costs that may be
associated with responding to all sites
in this rule. The listing of a
site on the NPL may be followed by a
search for potentially responsihle
parties and an RI/FS to determine if
remedial actions will be undertaken at
a site. Selection of a remedial

alternative, and design and construction |

of that alternative, may follow
completion of the RliPS and operation
and maintenance (“O&M") activities -
may continue after construction has
been completed, . -

EPA initially bears costs associ&ted
with responsible Jparty searches. -
Responsible parties may enter into

or pay the cests of the RI/FS, remedial
design and remedial action, and O&M,
or EPA and the States may share costs
up front and subsequently bring en
action for cost recovery. '

The State’s share of site cleenixp costs
for Trust Fund-financed actions is

governed by CERCLA section 104(c). For

nonpublicly-operated sites, EPA will

pay from the Trust Fund for 100% of the

costs of the RI/FS and remedial
planning, and 90% of the costs of the
remoedial action, leavin ag 10% to'the
State. For sites operated by a State or

ohﬁc&l subdivision, the State’s share is

at least. 50% of all response costs at the
sits, including the cost associated with
the RUFS, remedial design, and'!
construction and implementation of the
remedial action selected: After .
construction of the remedy is complete,
costs fall into twe calegorfes.

-Formstoratmo!mdw&terand
surface water, EPA will pay fronsthe Trust
Fund a share of the start-up costs according
tothemst;}ltomuonuiwnaht::ﬁ_

aragmrph 10 years or until a sufficient
evalo protectiveness is achieved before the
end of 10 years. 40°CFR 300:425(f)(3]. After

that,theStateasgumesallO&Meusts 40CFR

300.435 (f}{1).

» For other ¢cleanups, EPA wi Jﬂy
Trust Fund a:share of the costs: & remedy

according to the e%staﬂog'at;on mtan::ln gg
revicus ‘until it is operatio
gmctmr'.\\;ﬁi&? generally accurs after one

year, 40 CFR: 300, 435(E42), 3%510{(:)(2).
After that, the State assumes all O&M costs.
40 CFR 300. 510(c)(1) ‘

~ In previous NPL rulemakings, the
Agency estimated the costs associated
with these activities , remedial
design; remodial action, and O&M) on
an average-per-site and total ‘cost basis.
EPA will continue with this approach,

" using the most, rrecent (1988} cost.

estimates available; these estimates are
premted bokm Howavar mﬂsfor

N N

from the

NPL in this mle wi h
" operated and 10%:

budget pmhcﬁnns

on the amount, type, and extent of
contamination. Additionally, EPA is
unabié to predict what portions of the
total costs responsible parties will bear,
since the distribution of costs depends

on the extent of voluntary and :
negon&tedmspmseandthammd
© any eost—mcoveryam

Costesmgory - costper sited
RUFS - 1,300,000
Remedial Design weeereeeen |7+ 1,500,000
- Remedial ACBOR. wioe.vvocccecres ' 325,000,000
Netpresenlvahmofom’ 3.770000

‘19880,8.Doﬂa:s

2Assumes cost of O8M over 30 years,
ummmmﬁmmmuimdm

/ rate
consent orders or agreements to conduct

3 inciudes State cost-share

QR e oo oo

Possible costs to States assocmted
with today’s proposed rule for Trust
Fund-financed response action arise
from the required State cost-share of:

(1} Fer privately owned sites at which
remedial action involving treatment to
restore ground and surface'water quality
are undertaken, 10% of the cost of
constructing the remedy, and 10% of
the cost of operating | the remedy for a
period up to 10 years after the femedy
becomes operational,and functional;

(2} For. privately-owned sites at which
other remedial actions are. t ertaken,
10% of the cost of all remedi
and 10% of costs incur Wil
year after remedial tion '
ensure that the remedy is’
and functxonal and "

(3) For sxtes pubhcly-operatad by a
State or pahﬁc&l subdivision at which
response gctions are. unda:tnkan at least

50% of the cost of sl response acticns.

States must assume the cost fox O&M

) pnvate‘ y-
be State-'or
localkyﬁopemtedﬂ ore

costto. States of undertakmg Pedaeral
‘ g and actions at alt

non-Fedéml sites! g today" spmposed
;uele, hut exclmiﬁfgn @&M costs, would

determ: becansd EPA, as
above, willjshare costs forup to’ ai?i yems

QGM—

e

p—a
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past experience, EPA believes a
reasonable estimate is that it will share
start-up costs for up to 10 years at 25%

of sites. Using this estimate, State O&M
costs would be approximately $25
million. As with the EPA share of costs,
portions of the State share will be bome
by responsible parties.

Placing a site on the NPL does not
itself cause firms responsible for the site
to bear costs. Nonetheless, a listing may
induce firms to clean up the sites
voluntarily, or it may act as a potential
trigger for subsequent enforcement or
cost-recovery actions. Such actions may
impose costs on firms, but the decisions
to take such actions are discretionary
and made on a case-by-case basis.
Consequently, these effects cannot be
ge recisely estimated. EPA does not

lieve that every site will be cleaned
up by a responsible party. EPA cannot
project at this time . which firms or
industry sectors will bear specific
portions of the response costs, but the
Agency considers: the volume and
nature of the waste at the sites; the

‘strength of the evidence linking the -

wastes at the site to the parties; the
parties’ ability to pay; and other factors
when deciding whether and how to
proceed'against the parties.
Economy-wide effects of this
proposed amendment to the NCP are
aggregations of effects on firms and
State and local governments. Although

- effects could be felt by some individual
firms and States, the total impact of this

proposal on output, prices, and
employment is expected to be negligible
at the National level, as was the case in
the 1982 RIA.

Benefits S

The real benefits assocxated with
today’s proposal to place additional.
sites on the NPL are increased health
and environmental protection as a result
of increased public awareness of
potential hazards. In addition {o the
potential for more federally-ﬁnanced
remedial actions, expansion of the NPL ™
could accelerate privately-financed,
vol\mtary cleanup efforts. Proposing
sites as national priority targets also
may give States increased support for
funding responses at particular sites,

As a result of the additional CERCLA
remedies, there will be lower human.
exposure to high-risk chemicals, and
higher-quality surface water, ground
water, soil, and air. These benefits are
expected to be significant, although
difficult to estimate before the RI/FS is
completed at these sites,

V Regulatory Flexibility Act Analysis

The Regulatory FlexibilityAct of 1980
requires EPA to review the impacts of
this action on small entities, or certify
that the action will not. have a
significant impact on a substantial
number of small entities. By small .
entities, the Act refers to small
businesses, small government
jurisdlcuons. and nonproﬁt

anizations. -

ile this rule proposes to revise the

NCP, it is not a typical regulatory
change since it does not automatically
lmpose costs, As stated above,

Yosmg sites to the NPL does not in

f require any action by any party,

nor does it determine the liability of any
party for the cost of cleanup at the site.

Further, no identifiable groups are
affected as a whole. As a consequencs,
impacts on any group are hard to
predict. A site’s proposed inclusion on
the NPL could-increase the likelihood of
adverse impacts.on responsible parties
(in the form of cleanup costs), but at this
time EPA cannot identify the potentially
. affected businesses or estimate the
number of small busmesses that might

" also be affected.

' The Agency does expect that placmg
the sites-in this proposed rule onrthe
NPL could significantly affect certain
industries, or firms within industries,
that have caused a proportionately high
percentage of waste site problems.

- However, EPA does not expect the

listing of these sites to have a significant
economic impact on a substantial
number of small businesses.

In any case, economic impacts would
oceur only through enforcement and
cost-recovery actions, which EPA takes
at its discretion on a site-by-site basis,
EPA considers many factors when
determining enforcement actions,
including not only the firm's
contribution to the problem. but also its
ability to pay:

The impacts (from cost recovery) on-
small governments and nonprofit -
organizations would be determined on a
similar case-by-case basis.

' For the foregoing'reasons, I hereby
certify that this proposed rule would not

“have a significant economic impact on

a substantial number of small entities.
Therefore, this proposed regulation does
not require a regulatory flexibility
analysis.

NAT!ONAL PRIORITIES LIST PROPOSED RULE NO. 15

‘ General Superfund Section
State Site name ‘ City/county ~ NPLGr?
e Chamtax, Inc. ... . Guifport -1
... North Sanitary Landfill Dayton 4/5
... .McCormick & Baxter, Creosoting Co. (PorﬂandPlant) . Portland .. 1
.. UGH Columbia Gas Plant Columbia 4
.... Alcoa (Point Comfort)/Lavaca Bay Point Comfort 4/5
. ‘Vancouver Water Station 11 COntaminahon Vancouver ..... 4/5
Ripon City Landfill ..... fondDuLacCounty 1
Number of Shes Proposed to General Superfund Section: 7
‘Sussarepiacodhms(er)comspordngmgmupsOfSOOnmﬂna!NPL
‘ ‘ NATJONAL PRIORITIES LIST PROPOSED RULE NO. 15
Federal Facilities Section .
City/county NPLGr
Anchorage ‘ 45
Huntsville 4/5
A ! Bedford -4/5
' . Weymouth A5
MA ... Materials Technology Laboratory (US AMY) .....cceeeircerscvccrneenne.  Walartown 5




Number of Sites Pmpesacnu FeéawLFaciﬁuessmn. 10
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C mesm ‘ .
ME toerencrns mmm d_;
[+ - S WWWGW&MMUM -

Mines (USDA}. - )

WA rerccorane mmmcunpmms Na\y) 495
WA e Port Hadliock Detachment (US Navy) 45
WV ceemsmnanenines Anegany Batfistics Laboratory (US Navy) rY-3

- 1Sites are mnwmmmmawmuwm

LmdSubpcbmmCYRPmm

Air pollution control, Chemicals,
Hazardous materials, Intergovernmental
relatfons, Natural resources, Ofl
pollution, Reporting and recortikee?ing
requirements, Superfund, W
treatinent and dieposal, Water polhnian
control, Water supply. -

Autharity: 42 U.S.C. %os-sssrssusc
1321{cK2); E.Q. 11777, 55 FR 54757, 3CFR,
1971—1975 Comp., p. 783; E.O. 12580, 52 FR
2923, 3CFR,‘29&?Camp. P393

Dated June 14, 1993.

Richard Guimond,

Assistant Surgeon General, USPHSAdmg
Assistant Administrator, Office of Solid Waste
and Emergency Response

[FR Doec. 93-14422 Fi 1led‘ 6-18-93 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 6560-80-F . .

DEPARTMENT OF I-!EALTH AHO
HUMAN: SERVICES g

Puwems:sm
42 CFRPart59

Standards of Compilance for Abortion-
Related Services in Family Planning
Service Projects’

AGENCY: Public Health Service, DHHS.

ACTION: Proposed rule; reopening of
public comment period.

SUMMARY: The Public Health Service is”
reopening for 45 days the public
comment period on manxfes proposad
to establish compliance standards for
abortion-related services provided by
family planning projects funded under
title X of the Public Health Service Act.
The proposed rules were published in
the Federal Register on February 5,
1993. DHHS is taking this action in
response to requests from the public for
further information on prior policies
and to obtain more helpful public
comment on the proposed rules. DHHS.
will make a statement of the prior
pelicies available as set forth below.
DATES: Written comments must be
received on or before August 9, 1993. °

ADDRESSES: Writfen comments: Submit
written comments i Mr, Gerald -
Bennett, m:ti:ng Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Population Affairs, mms,
P.O. Bax 23783, Wash:myan BC 20036
3783.

Pohcy statemem. A statement of the
policies will be available for inspection

-and copying at the follawing regional
and central office locations which
appesr int the Szxpplemmtary
Information section. .

Written comments will be available
for public inspection &urmgnormal
business hours at zwmdapendenca
Ave., SW., room 736E, Wasbington.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION cotmcr Mr.
Gerald Bennett, 202-690~-8335.
SUPPLEMENTARY IRFORMATION: On

February 5, 1993, thsnepm-tment of
Health and Hmmn Saviees b}ished

st 53 FR 2022. The proposed ru
ro-establish: far family planning pmpcts
fanded under utle X o” tpe Public
seq., the standards fm'comphance with
section 1008 of that Act, 42U S.C.
300a-6, that applied prior to February 2,
1988. Also pug ished on February 5 was
- an intérim rule which; iiy part, made .
applicabla to title X pro;ects the pra-
- 1988 policies during the pen
the mbmaking. As. explsinad in ﬁm
notice of mlemakmg, those
_policies derive from previous guidelines
and. opinions of the Departinent
concerning section 1008.
A statement of the pohmeawill he

available for mspectmn and copying at -

the following rggumal :#md’central office

, locations: -

wm
. DHHSIPHS HCT, ME,MA, NH, Rl, -
VT), JFK Federal Bldg. Rm. 1826,
Government Center, Boston, MA 02203
DHHS Region If (N}, NY, PR, V1), 26 Federal
Plazs; Rm. 3337, New York, NY 10278

DHHS Region Il (DE, D.C., MD, PA, VA,
WYV}, 3535 Market St., Rm. 10200,
Philadelphis, PA 15104

DHHS Reglom IV (KY, MS, TN, AL, FL. GA,
SC), 101 Marietta Tower, Suite 1106,
5!'!@?&,6&30323

DHBSMMV{!LJN M, MN, OH, W},

. 105 w«emw&m Chicago, IL

: nm-xsawwmmm OK, TX),

1200 MMBH& Rm. 1800, Dallas,
TX 75202

DHHS Region VI (A, KS, MO, KE}, Federal -

Office Buskiisg, 601 East 12th Stroet, Rin.
501, Kansas City, MO 64106

" DHHS Reglors VIHED, MT, ND, SD; UT,

WY), Federal Building, 1961 Stout Street,
Room 498, Denver, CO 80294
DHHS Reglon IX (AZ, CA, HI, NV, GU, AS,

" Trust Territories}, 50 United Nations Plaza,

R 327, San' Funciseo,CA 94102
nmxsmx(&x. 1D, OR, WA}, Blanchard

Plaza, 2203, Mhmkm.n%

- Sesttle, WA 98121—2500 ‘

Washm BC ‘
Office of Pcpulaﬁon Affairs; 200

Independence Ave., SW., Room 736E,
Washington, DC 20201

The policy statement will be avaxlabla
for public inspection and copying
during normal business hours at the

‘above addresses.

The comment period en theproposed
rules closed on April 6, 1993. Dm'mg
the cammment period, the
received several requests for further
information on the specific details of the

_pre-1988 poﬁmes‘ The Department

agrees that provision of the information
requested would promote more
informed and hdpfnl public comment
on the proposed rules. Accordingly, in
order to provide the policies in a-
convenient and complete manner and to
facilitate & more informed public
eomment on the issues, the Department
is m&kmgavaﬁabla a statemen;:{ those
palicies for public inspection

copying at the above addresses and.
" recpening the public comment penod
for an additional 45 days.

)

)
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[FRL-4664-2]

Public Water Supply Supervision
Program; Program Revis!on for the
State of idaho

AGENCY: Environmental Protection
Agency.
ACTION: Notice.

SUMMARY: Natice is hereby given that
the State of Idaho is revising its
approved State Public Water Supply

_Supervision Primacy Program. Idaho

has adopted drinking water regulations
for public notification, total coliforms,
the treatment of surface water, lead and
copper, and certain volatile organic
chemicals, synthetic organic chemicals
and inorganic chemicals. EPA has
determined that these State program
revisions are no less stringent than the
corresponding federal regulations. -
Therefore, EPA has tentatively decided
to approve these State program
revisions.

"All interested parhes may request a
public hearing. A request for a public
hearing must be submitted July 23,

1993, to the Regional Admmlstrator at
the EPA address shown below.
Frivolous or insubstantial requests for a
hearing may be denied by the Regional
Administrator. However, if a substantial
request for a public hearing is made by
July 23, 1993. A public hearing will be
held. If no timely and appropriate
request for a hearing is received and the
Regional | Administrator does not elect to
hold a, hearmg on his own motion, this-
determmatmn shall become effective _
July 23, 1993.

Any request for'a public hearing shall
include thé followmg

(1) The name, address, and telephone
number of the individual, organization,
or other entity requesting a hearing;

(2) A brief statement of the requestmg
person’s iriterest in the Regional
Administtator’s determination and of
information that the requesting person
intends to submit at such hearing; and

(3) The signature of the individual

making the request; or, if the request is

made on behalf of an organization or
ather entity, the signature of a
responsible official of the organization
or other entity.

ADDRESSES: All documents relatmg to
this determination are available for
inspection between the hours of 8 a.m.
and 4:30 p.m., Monday through Friday,
at the followmg offices: Idaho
Department. of Health & Welfare,
Division of Environmental Quality, 1410
North Hilton Street, Boise, Idaho 83706;
and Environmental Protection Agency,
Region 10 Library, 1200 Sixth Avenue,
Seattle, Washington 98101,

’ (202) 260-6900.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Wendy Marshall, EPA, Region 10,
Ground Water and Drinking Water
Branch, WD-132, 1200 Sxxth Avenue,
Seattle, Washington 98101; telephone

Dated: June 17, 1993.
Victor ]. Kimm, :
Acting Assistant Administrator for’
-Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances.

Dated: May 26, 1993. B COOE d5e0-51 .

Jane S. Moore, r

Acting Regional Administrator. ; .

[FR Doc. 9314815 Filed 6-22-93; 8:45 am] [FRL~4670-3]

BILLING CODE $560~50-P ' Notice of Proposed Administrative
Settlement

[OPPTS-00141; FRL 4631-5] AGENCY: U.S. Envxronmental Protection

Biotechnology Science Advi ‘Agency (US. EPA). -

1 n 1 n 80

Comar:lttee?gsrjbeomr:‘mee on gant ACTION: Revised notice of proposed

Pesticides; Open Meeting administrative settlement; request for
public comment.

AGENCY: Environmental Protection

Agency (EPA). . SUMMARY: In accordance with the

ACTION: Notice of open meeting.

SUMMARY: There will be a 1-day mesting
of the Biotechnology Science Advisory
Committee’s (BSAC) Subcommittee on
plant pesticides, including transgenic
plant pesticides. The meeting will be
open to the public.

DATES: The mesting will be held on
Tuesda g) July 13, 1993, starting at 9 a.m.
and ending at 5 p.m.

ADDRESSES: The meetmg will be held at
the: Crystal Gateway Marriott, 1700
Jefferson Davis Highway, Arlington, VA,
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Creavery Lloyd, Committee
Management Specialist, Biotechnology
Science Advisory Committee (TS-788),  gctions at the Sunbelt site.
Office of Prevention, Pesticides and . ‘
Toxic Substances, Rm. E627, 401 M St., Notice of this settlement was

SW., Washington, DC 20460 Telephone: published previously in the Federal
Register on May 5, 1993 {58 FR 26783);

however, the May 5, 1993 natice
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: This g y

notice is in accordance with the Federal incorrectly listed only thirty-one (31) of
Advisory,Committee Act which requires the Respondents to the administrative
that timely notice of each meetingofa  Settlement. The two additional

Federal Adv1sory Committee be Respondents are Hampstead Associates,
published in the Federal Register. This Inc. and Oak Creek Partners, Ltd.

notice announces such a meeting. DATES: s oy’ this proposed
Attendance by the public will be limited settl:mgx?tm !;nuzx;tbe rece::e}g 01:1 or before -
to available space. July 23, 19'93

The Subcommittee will review a set of
scientific jssues being considered by the ADDRESSES: A copy of the proposed
Agency in determining whether a settlement is available at the following -
pesticidal substance produced in a plant address for review: U.S. Environmental
is exempt from the requirement ofa Protection Agency, Region 6, 1445 Ross
food tolerance if it is an inherent plant  Avenue, Dallas, Texas; 75202.
pesticide derived from a known food Comiments on the proposed settlement

source and méets certain other criteria. d to” Mr. Geert A
The Subcommhittee will also be asked to gz?ge?g:ggrg:ﬁmno(ec_g%efu Serts,
comment on the feasibility of using in Environmental Protection Agel;cy.

vitro dxgesti‘bllxty studies as toxicity Iy
assays. Copies of the issues to be. Region 6, 1445 Ross Ayenua, Dalles,

requirements of section 122(i){1) of the
Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and anbxhty
Act, as amended (CERCLA), notice is
hereby given of a proposed
administrative cost recovery settlement
_concerning the Sunbelt Site in Dallas,
Texas, and Houston, Texas. The
proposed settlement was entered into
under the authority granted the U.S.
EPA in section 122({h) of CERCLA and
requires thirty-three (33) Respondents ta
pay $81,408.50 in past costs to the
Hazardous Substances Superfund. The
money will be used to reimburse the
U.S. EPA for costs incurred in
connection with the U.S. EPA’s removal

addressed at the meeting'can be Texas, 75202
obtained by contacting Creavery Lloyd ~ FOR FURTHER msonumou coemcr.
at the phone number listed above. Geert Aerts at (214) 655-6733.
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Dated: June 15, 1993.

W.B. Hathaway,

Acting Regional Administrator, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, Region 6.

{FR Doc. 93-14817 Filed 6-22-93; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

[RAO Letter 22 DA 33-851]

Responsible Accounting Ofﬂoers-
Uniform Accounting for -
Postemployment Benefits in Pan 32

The purpose of this letter is to provide
guidance with respect to adopting

Statement of Financial Accounting
Standards No. 112 (SFAS-112),
“Employers’ Accounting for
Postempioyment Beneﬁ ' in Part 32,
Uniform System of Accounts for
Telecommunications Companies.

SFAS-112 was issued by the

Fi 1 A Standards Board
inancial Accounting - impact for the current yearand a

(FASB) in November 1992, and covers
accounting for benefits listed in
paragmphs 4 and 5 of the Statement. It
requires the accrual method of
accounting for these benefits instead of
the pay as you go method and is
mandatory for fiscal years begmnin
after December 15, 1993, although
FASB en earlier .
implementation. 'H}errefore. tobe in
compliance with generally aocepted
accountmg princxpies {GAAP), .
companies must account for.
postemployment benefits on the accrual
basis on or before January 1, 1994,

The Ameritech
(Ameritech) and USWest ~ -

. Communicanons, lnc. (US West) on
December 22, 1992 and Februnry 22,
1993, respecnvely. filed notices of
intentto &dopt SFAS—IIZ “These

i € led pur‘suant to Secnon

othemse wx?hm 90 days aﬁar mcewing
anotice.? " .

We allowed u\mentech to wadopt
SFAS-112 for regulatory purfoses
. under the gutomatic appmva provxsion
of § 32.18, We did not object to -
Amantech s notice because the carrier

was adoptmg SFAS-112) mant tothe - .

: ;fonhm SFAS-112 and

adop o
repoftmg purposes Wé emed tl;e us
West notxca, hawever, i & letter dated

‘47 CFII 32, 1.

" " adoption of SFAS-112. Carriers tba
" have not yet adopted SFAS~112 are

- general and administrative, in¢

Oparatmg Campames .

’ matnx

' postemployment lial

April 26, 1993, because the US West
proposal requested permission to use a
three yeer phase-in instead of the flash-
cut approach that is requxred SEAS-.
112.
To avoid any conﬁxsxon that:
occur as a result oftheaboveac:non
this letter provides directionsfor .

required to do so under tha provxsmns
of § 32.16.

Timing of Adoption. Camers will
adopt SFAS-112 for regulatory
accounting purposes using the same
effective date they use for financial
reporting purposes, but no later. than
January 1, 1994.

Notification. Each carrier -shall file a
notice of intent to adopt SFAS-112 90
days prior to adopting the standard,
with October 1, 1993, being the last day
to file notice in order to meet the
January 1, 1994, mandatory adoption
date.. This notice shall provide us with
the interstate revenue requirement -

projection for the next three years. An
example of the format t6 be used in

making this revenue requirement filing

is attached. .

Accounts to be. Utxbzed Camers shall

use the following accounts to. record
entri¢s related to SFAS-112.

1“ Catch-up Entry. To record the
effects.of the catch-up entry, carriers
should charge Account 6728

Account 4310, Other’ !ong
liabilities. ™~ -

2, Cash paymants. Cash
made during the year for
postemployment benefits‘will be'
charged to Account 6728, Otlie eneral
and administrative, for all items not
speciﬁcal}y ;required o be charged to
the eipense matrix, antto
§32. 5999(ﬂ The payroll related 1

postempl :
subject to the Expense trix

reqmremems in §32.5999(f) shall -

continhe to be mcorded thmughvthe

3.‘Annual Liabxlit Ad]ustm‘ ht. The
gﬂﬁy recorded in
Account 4310, Other longterm
hahihnes. will be ad;usted
annu&ﬂybased on claims da

contra entries to Account 6728 Other
general and administrative: | /i)
‘This letter is issued ‘

authiority delegated unds r'Sec o) n 0.291
“of the Commission’s Rules

0.291. Applications for rev idi

Sectmn 1.115 of the r

Rules,mi? CFR 1»*115 .

See 47 CFR ﬁwxz)

Sincerely,
Kenneth P. Moran, s
Chief, Accounting and Audits Division,
Common Carrier Bureau.

Camer ‘ {%
LY
ESTRMATED lNT ERSTATE REVENUE RE-
QUIREMENT IMPACT RESULTING
v, FROM [IMPLEMENTATION OF SFAS
112 (POSTEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS)
' (in mitlons) '
- 1994 | 1995 | 1996 | 1997
1. SFAS No. - ' -
112 Accrual
Amounts. :
" 2. Pay-As-You .
~Go Amounts. '}’
3. Incrementai .
Expense.
4. Incremental -
quirement. |~
[FR Boc. 9314706 Filed 6-22-93; 8:45 am]
‘BILLING CODE 6792-01-M
f‘{PRDocketNo.QS-ﬂ 0A93-—634]
Private Land Mobile Radlo- SQM«s
Alaska Pub!!c Safety Plan 1
AGENCY: | Faderal Communwahans
. Commxssmn. s ‘
ACTION: Notice. . ,
' SUMMARY: The Chief, Private Radio e
‘Bureau and the Clnef Engineer released N

- this Order accepting the Public Safety
* Radio Plan for Alaska {Region'2). As a

result of acceptmg the Plan for Region
2, Ixcensxng of the 821-8241866—869
MHz band in that regzon may begin
immedlately .
EFFECTIVE DATE: }\me 1‘4 1903,

FOR FURTHER NFOR“ATIO'G CONTACT:
Betty ‘Woolford; anata Radio Bureau,
Policy and Planmng Branch (202) 632~
6497,

SUPPLEP&ENTARY IRFORHNHON

.,O;der V-

Adopted: ]une 2,11993.
Released: ﬁme 14, 1993

By the Chxef anate Radio Bureau
and the Chxef Engineer:

1..0n Ianuary 28, 1993, Region 2
{Alaska) spbmmed its Public Safety
Plan to the Gommission for review. The
Plan sets forth the guidelines to be
followed in' allot;mg spectrum to meet

d fut obzle

ent:ﬁes‘ope at :
1'2. The' Alaska Plan was placed on
Public Nonce for' comments due on

C




